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Dual Commitment to the
Organization and the Union
A Multi-Dimensional Approach
AARON COHEN1*
This study examines the multi-dimensional nature of the dual 
commitment to the organization and the union. Most research 
that has examined this concept has used only one dimension for 
each commitment. The most established, multi-dimensional scales 
of organizational and union commitment were examined in their 
relationship to work and union correlates. The participants were 489 
members (a 65% response rate) of the Union of Nurses in Israel. 
The findings showed that while affective commitment and union 
loyalty are related to the correlates examined here, the additional 
 dimensions added significant variance to the results already 
explained by affective commitment and union loyalty. For example, 
normative commitment is related to four correlates and the variable 
“willingness to work for the union” is also strongly related to the 
correlates. The study concluded that utilizing only one dimension 
to examine each commitment might result in the loss of valuable 
information on dual commitment.
The concept of dual commitment to the union and the organization 
attracted the attention of scholars almost half a century ago, with the rise 
of unionism in the United States in the early 1950s. One of the concerns 
at that time was that unionization, and consequently commitment to the 
union, would result in diminished loyalty to the employer. This concern 
sparked a series of studies on the concept of “dual commitment,” namely 
commitment to both the organization and the union. Specifically, dual 
commitment refers to a worker’s positive or negative attachment to both a 
union and an employing organization. Unilateral commitment describes a 
– COHEN, A., School of Political Science, Department of Public Administration, University 
of Haifa, Haifa, Israel, acohen@poli.haifa.ac.il.
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positive attachment to a union or to an employer, but not to both of these 
(Stagner and Rosen, 1965). The studies on this concept concentrated on 
the relationship between commitment to the employer/organization and 
 commitment to the union (Derber et al., 1953, 1954; Purcell, 1954; Stagner, 
1954, 1961).
In subsequent years, the above works were criticized (Angle and Perry, 
1986; Fucami and Larson, 1984; Gordon et al., 1980), mainly because of 
their methodological limitations. Criticism centred on the measurement 
problems of the two commitment scales, which utilized only one item. 
Therefore, more valid and reliable measurement tools were needed. Current 
research in the area of dual commitment improves the instruments used to 
measure organizational and union commitment. Yet, potential measurement 
problems arise from the use of one dimension of commitment, either organi-
zational or union commitment, to examine dual commitment. The goal of 
this research is to apply a multi-dimensional approach to the examination of 
dual commitment. In line with the relevant literature on organizational and 
union commitments that apply multi-dimensional scales for examining each 
commitment, this study will use a multi-dimensional approach to examine 
dual commitment. By utilizing such an approach, it will examine whether 
the application of only one dimension to measure each commitment form 
results in the loss of relevant information about dual commitment.
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORKS FOR DUAL COMMITMENT 
TO UNION AND ORGANIZATION
Several conceptual frameworks exist for the concept of dual 
 commitment; three of them delineated by Magenau, Martin and Peterson 
(1988). The first is based on the notion of conflict, which postulates 
 difficulty in maintaining simultaneous commitments to organizations in 
conflict with one another. Dual commitment is possible when relations 
between union and management are positive, but the presence of strong 
conflict tends to push workers toward unilateral commitment to one side or 
the other. The literature (Strauss, 1977; Tannenbaum, 1965) suggests that 
union activists have a strong stake in their employment situation. Therefore, 
some forms of union participation may carry stronger potential for such 
conflict to occur than other forms. This conflict will create a  situation where 
the union is opposed to the employer. Magenau, Martin and Peterson’s 
(1988) results supported the notion of conflict. They found that among union 
stewards, levels of unilateral commitment to the union (high levels of union 
 commitment and low levels of organizational commitment) were much 
higher than among the rank-and-file. Walker and Lawler (1979) and Martin 
(1981) also found empirical support for this notion of conflict. Employees 
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with high levels of organizational commitment eschewed joining militant 
unions, which might have put their personal welfare at risk.
The second explanation for dual commitment is based on Stagner’s 
(1954) early work, which described dual commitment as a phenomenon 
arising from people’s tendency to perceive their work situation as a unit 
rather than sharply differentiating the union role from the management role. 
According to Magenau, Martin and Peterson (1988), that  explanation implies 
that conditions such as high job satisfaction and positive union- management 
relations should lead to dual commitment if they are attributable to the joint 
actions of the two parties. Accordingly, unilateral commitment appeared 
to be the rule among people more deeply involved with one side than with 
the other. A similar explanation of dual commitment is the frustration-
 aggression theory, mentioned by Klandermans (1986). This approach sees 
trade union participation as a reaction to frustration, dissatisfaction, or 
alienation in the work situation. Individuals and the organization are defined 
as systems striving for equilibrium. If the equilibrium is disturbed, they 
attempt to restore it. At the heart of this approach is the belief that unions 
are symptoms of employees’ incomplete integration into the company.
A third explanation is based on the exchange theory, which is the 
common approach to the understanding of the mechanism of multiple 
commitments in general, and of organizational commitment in particular 
(Cohen, 2003). According to this explanation, if an organization serves 
as a vehicle for the use of an individual’s abilities and satisfies his or her 
needs, the person reciprocates by commitment to the organization. If an 
organization fails to serve as such a vehicle, commitment to it is low. High 
dual commitment, then, should be related to a combination of variables 
reflecting a perception of a satisfying exchange relationship with both union 
and employer. On the other hand, unilateral union commitment should be 
related to a combination of the same variables, reflecting the perception of a 
satisfying relationship with the union and a less satisfying relationship with 
the employer. Unilateral employer commitment, the opposite of unilateral 
union commitment, should be related to a reverse set of conditions than 
those for unilateral union commitment.
IDENTIFICATION OF DUAL COMMITMENT
Gordon and Ladd (1990) and Bemmels (1995) pointed out two 
approaches to identifying dual commitment: the taxonomic and the 
 dimensional. The taxonomy approach classifies individual union members 
into taxons based on self-report about organizational commitment and 
union commitment. Subsequent steps in taxonomic research customarily 
involve the identification of other characteristics of the union members in a 
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taxon, thereby providing a richer description of those individuals and more 
definite standards for classification. Accordingly, individuals are the units 
of analysis in the taxonomic approach (Gordon and Ladd, 1990). Works on 
the concept of dual commitment using the taxonomic approach classified 
individuals into four quadrants and constructed four-dimensional profiles of 
the concept. In most cases, they created high and low-commitment groups 
by cross-tabulating employer and union commitment measures, divided into 
values greater than, less-than, or equal to the scale midpoints (Bemmels, 
1995). These cutoff scores were used to form a consistent definition of 
high and low commitment, which would be applied across all groups. The 
four-dimensional classification of employees consisted of those high in 
both commitments, those low in both commitments, and those low in one 
and high in the other. This line of research frequently combined the design 
and analysis of the profiles with discriminate analysis, which determined 
the variables that best differentiated the groups of profiles.
A summary of these works is presented by Cohen (2003). The findings 
indicate that concern for unilateral commitment to either union or company 
was apparently less of an issue than was expected in earlier literature, and 
the concept of dual commitment is not a zero-sum game (Thacker and 
Rosen, 1986). Yet, some exceptions to this general conclusion were also 
found (Beauvais, Scholl and Cooper, 1991; Sverke and Sjoberg, 1994).
The dimensional approach focuses on an organizational phenomenon
rather than on individual differences. Instead of individuals being classified
into categories determined by their relative union commitment and organi-
zational commitment, dual commitment is evinced from the pattern of 
scores across individuals presumed to constitute a meaningful institutional
entity. Specifically, the dimensional approach determines whether a 
 linear  relationship exists between union commitment and organizational 
 commitment within a sample representing a particular organization. The 
existence of dual commitment is established through tests addressing the 
magnitude of the correlation between measures of union commitment and 
organizational commitment. A significant, positive correlation between the 
two commitments documents the existence of dual commitment; that is, in 
a given organizational unit, individuals’ convictions about their company 
tend to match their convictions about their union.
As mentioned above, this approach is based on examining the 
 correlations between the two commitment forms. The accumulated data 
on this issue led to three meta-analyses on the relationship between the 
two variables. Reed, Young and McHugh (1994) found a mean corrected 
 correlation of .42, which supported the notion of the existence of dual 
 commitment. Bamberger, Kluger and Suchard (1999) found a corrected 
correlation of .36 in 41 samples involving a total of 17,935 respondents. 
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Johnson, Johnson and Petterson’s (1999) meta-analysis was based on
31 samples with 84 independent correlations involving 22,012 union-
ized employees in seven countries. The corrected correlation between 
the two commitments was .37. All of the above findings based on the 
dimensional approach generally support the notion of the existence of 
dual commitment. The relatively high and positive corrected correlation 
between the two variables across the three meta-analyses strongly supports 
this  conclusion.
A third approach, not mentioned above, is the formulation of a specific 
scale for dual commitment. Angle and Perry (1986), who developed a five-
item scale for dual commitment, applied such an approach. Their findings 
in a sample of rank-and-file employees of municipal bus companies showed 
that their dual commitment scale was positively and significantly related to 
both union commitment (r = .40) and organizational commitment (r = .48). 
However, this approach does not accord with the notion of commitment as 
presented in earlier studies. Moreover, very few studies have applied it to 
dual commitment. The dimensional approach will be applied in this study 
as one way of examining dual commitment.
CORRELATES OF DUAL COMMITMENT
Naturally, an important aspect of the concept of dual versus unilateral 
commitment is its relationship with determinants and outcomes. Knowledge 
of the relationship with determinants is important for understanding the 
causes underlying unilateral or dual commitment. Technically, many 
researchers have used what is termed the parallel models approach (Fukami 
and Larson, 1984), where organization and union commitment are each 
regressed on a set of independent variables to identify common predictors 
of both union and organizational commitment. These predictors, in turn, 
are then considered predictors of dual commitment. Dissimilarity in the 
determinants and/or outcomes might indicate that the two commitments are 
related to different processes, providing stronger support for the existence of 
unilateral commitment. A summary of the findings of such research based 
on one dimension of both union and organizational commitment is presented 
by Cohen (2003). Fukami and Larson’s (1984) findings that variables 
related to organizational commitment were not related to union commit-
ment support the notion that the two commitments represent divergent 
models. Barling, Wade and Fullagar (1990), who replicated Fukami and 
Larson’s (1984) study, obtained similar findings, as did Magenau, Martin 
and Peterson (1988), who, in four samples of rank-and-file union members 
and stewards, found few common predictors of commitment to the union 
and the organization.
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The findings of Sherer and Morishima (1989) and Bemmels (1995) 
showed more variety in the pattern of the relationship between the 
 determinants and each of the two commitments. Sherer and Morishima 
found that while work-related variables are usually related to organizational 
commitment and not to union commitment, variables that represent other 
factors such as external market and industrial relations may be related to 
both commitments. Bemmels’ (1995) findings that two styles of leader-
ship behaviours, consideration and initiative structure, were related to 
both commitments, but in opposite directions, supported this conclusion. 
This approach will be applied in this study, but with one major difference 
as compared to previous studies. Instead of using only one dimension for 
measuring each commitment form, this study will apply a multi-dimensional 
measurement for union as well as for organizational commitment.
GOALS OF THIS STUDY
The main problem with dual commitment research is that it generally 
assumes that union commitment and organizational commitment can be 
measured by using one scale for each. Current research neglects the fact 
that the standard and the common scales for measuring union commitment 
and organizational commitment are multi-dimensional. The approach and 
measurement instrument used by Gordon and his colleagues (1980) are 
considered the leading tools in the study of union commitment, and most 
studies on this subject rely to some extent on them (Cohen, 2003). A factor
analysis of the scale revealed basically four factors, representing four 
 dimensions of union commitment. The first and pre-eminent dimension 
was union loyalty, in which two features were reflected. The first was a 
sense of pride in association with and membership in the union. The sec-
ond was a clear awareness of the benefits accruing to the individual from 
union membership. The second dimension was responsibility to the union. 
It measured the degree of willingness to fulfil the day-to-day obligations 
to the union and the duty of a member to protect the union’s interests. The 
third dimension was willingness to work for the union. The fourth dimension 
was a belief in the concept of unionism.
Using the argument that organizational commitment can be better under-
stood as a multi-dimensional concept, Meyer and Allen (1984)  proposed a 
two-dimensional method to measure it. Conceptually their  distinction between 
the two dimensions paralleled that of the side bet calculative approach of 
Becker (1960) and the attitudinal approach of Porter and his colleagues (1974). 
The first dimension was termed affective commitment, and was defined as 
“positive feelings of identification with, attachment to, and involvement 
in, the work organization” (Meyer and Allen, 1984: 375). The second was 
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termed continuance commitment, and was defined as the “extent to which 
employees feel committed to their organizations by virtue of the costs that 
they feel are associated with leaving (e.g., investments or lack of attractive 
alternatives)” (Meyer and Allen, 1984: 375). In a  subsequent paper, Allen and 
Meyer (1990) added a third dimension they called normative commitment,
defined as the employees’ feelings of obligation to remain with the organiza-
tion. The factor analysis of Allen and Meyer (1990) supported the proposed 
three-dimensional scales. In their assessment of the scales, Hackett, Bycio 
and Hausdorf (1992) generally supported the existence of three dimensions. 
In subsequent years the three-dimensional approach replaced the OCQ and 
is currently considered the dominant one. The vast amount of research based 
on these measures was demonstrated in the meta-analysis summarizing the 
research that has used them (Meyer et al., 2002).
However, most research on dual commitment has used only one scale 
for each commitment. Such an approach might limit our understanding 
of the concept of dual commitment. If both commitments are multi-
 dimensional, using only one dimension to examine dual commitment 
 provides only a partial understanding of the phenomenon. Questions can 
be raised as to why one dimension was selected as opposed to another. One 
can also question whether the findings based on only one dimension provide 
an accurate understanding of dual commitment. What is the meaning of 
a correlation between one dimension of organizational commitment and 
another dimension of union commitment? Would the correlation have 
been different if a different dimension had been applied to a given commit-
ment? The above questions remain unanswered because few studies have 
examined dual commitment using multiple dimension scales for each of 
the commitments.
The goal of this research is to examine dual commitment using multi-
dimensional scales. First, using one of the commonly accepted approaches to 
test for dual commitment, I will examine the correlations among the various 
dimensions of the scales. Second, I will examine the relationship between 
all of the dimensions of both union and organizational commitment and 
a set of organizational and union correlates including turnover intentions 
regarding the organization, the job and the occupation, job satisfaction, life 
satisfaction, participation in union activities, union militancy, and propen-
sity to strike. By utilizing this approach, I hope to accomplish two goals. 
First, I will test the utility of the concept of dual commitment by looking 
at its relationships with variables that represent union and organizational 
correlates. Second, if dimensions from both union and organizational com-
mitment are related to the outcomes, this finding will strengthen the utility 
of the multi-dimensional approach to dual commitment over the use of one 
dimension for each commitment.
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A different but related question that will be examined here is whether 
a multi-dimensional approach to dual commitment is superior to a uni-
dimensional one. Cohen (2003) argued that a multiple commitment approach 
should apply one dimension from each commitment focus. This approach 
precludes the need for overly long scales for multiple commitments that 
increase the probability of common method errors. More specifically, Cohen 
(2003) recommended that the affective commitment scale be the only scale 
for organizational commitment and that the union loyalty factor represent 
union commitment. One way to empirically examine this suggestion is to 
compare the relationship of the two-dimensional model and the correlates 
with the relationship of the other dimensions to the correlates. If the other 
dimensions, namely all of them, excluding affective organizational com-
mitment and union loyalty, explain the variance of the correlates above 
and beyond the variance explained by affective commitment and union 
loyalty, then one can conclude that the omission of the other dimensions 
limits our understanding of dual commitment. It should be noted that no 
conceptual hypotheses will be advanced regarding the relationship between 
commitment dimensions and the outcome variables. The main goal of this 
research is a methodological one whose purpose is to clarify the concept of 
dual commitment. As such, conceptual hypotheses are not the main focus 
of this study.
RESEARCH DESIGN
Sample
This study focuses on members of the Union of Nurses in Israel and 
examines employees’ dual commitments toward the occupational union 
which represents them and toward the organization which employs them. 
Of the 489 nurses surveyed, the majority were divided almost equally 
between two hospitals in the northern part of Israel, with 204 working in 
one  hospital and 207 in another. The remaining 78 worked in various clinics 
also located in the northern part of Israel. Questionnaires were distributed to 
all of the nurses in the two hospitals and the clinics. To increase respondent 
participation (Silverblatt and Amann, 1991; Sudman, 1976), the data was 
collected by research assistants who approached co-workers. Questionnaires 
were distributed only to those who agreed to participate. More than 65% of 
those who received the questionnaire returned it. Demographically, 91% of 
the respondents were females, and 80% of the respondents were married. The 
mean age for the total sample was 39.2; the mean tenure in the organization 
was 12.5 years, and the mean number of years in the occupation was 16.3. 
The average educational level was “some college.”
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Definition, Measurement and Analysis Procedures
Commitment forms
Union commitment was measured by the full multi-dimensional scale 
developed by Gordon et al. (1980). Sixteen items were used to measure 
union loyalty, seven items to measure responsibility to the union, four 
items to measure willingness to work for the union, and three items to 
measure belief in unionism. All items were coded so that higher scores 
reflected greater commitment. Organizational commitment was measured 
by the three-dimensional scale created by Meyer and Allen (1991). Eight 
items were used to measure affective commitment, eight items to measure 
 calculative commitment, and eight to measure normative commitment.
Dependent variables
Turnover intention was measured by three items based on Mobley 
et al.’s (1979) definition and following similar measures applied in the 
 literature (Michaels and Spector, 1982; Miller, Katerberg, and Hulin, 
1979). Accordingly, respondents were asked to indicate their agreement 
with the following three items on a five-point scale: (1) “I think a lot about 
leaving the organization,” (2) “I am actively searching for an alternative 
to the organization,” (3) “As soon as it is possible, I will leave the organi-
zation.” There has been a tendency in recent literature to view turnover 
as a multi-dimensional construct (Cohen, 1993). Therefore, data on three 
dimensions of turnover intentions were collected in this study—from the 
organization, the job, and the occupation. This data collection was accom-
plished by using the same items, but replacing the term “organization” 
with “job” or “occupation.” The scale ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) 
to 5 (strongly agree), so a higher score meant weaker turnover intentions. 
Life satisfaction was measured by five items based on Vrendenburgh and 
Sheridan (1979). The respondents were asked to indicate on a scale from 
1 (very dissatisfied) to 5 (very satisfied) how satisfied they were with the 
following five aspects of their life: residence, non-work-activities, family 
life, friendship, and health. As for job satisfaction, respondents were asked 
to indicate how satisfied they were with six aspects of their job: current job; 
co-workers; supervisors; current salary; opportunities for promotion; work 
in general. The scale ranged from 1 (very dissatisfied) to 5 (very satisfied). 
This measure was developed by Schriesheim and Tsui (1980). Cronbach’s 
alpha in this sample (.71) was quite similar to the one reported by Tsui, Egan 
and O’Reilly (1992) in an American sample (.73).
Union activity was measured using ten items partially based on the 
Gordon et al. (1980) measure. Respondents were asked how active they 
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were in ten activities related to their union: voting, attendance at general 
membership meetings, knowledge of the union contract, applying to the 
union for assistance, reading the union’s newsletter, membership in the 
union local, membership in any other institution of the union, participation 
in any cultural training or educational activity initiated by the union in the 
last year, applying for any of the union offices in the past year, support 
of union activities. In accordance with previous scales of union participa-
tion (Gordon et al., 1980), the scale for each item was dichotomous with 
0 = not active and 1 = active. Therefore, the final scores for both formal 
and informal types of activities ranged from 0 to 10.
The measure of propensity to strike was similar to that used by Martin 
(1986). Respondents were asked how many days they would participate 
in: (1) any strike called by their union, regardless of the issue (or issues); 
(2) a strike for a small (10%) wage increase; and (3) a strike for a large 
(25%) wage increase. The response scale for each question was: 1 = zero 
days; 2 = for one week; 3 = for two weeks; 4 = for one month; 5 = for two 
months; 6 = for more than two months. Attitudinal militancy was defined 
and measured by four items. Respondents were asked to predict their behav-
iour should their union strike: (1) “I would never be a ‘strikebreaker;’” (2) 
“I would participate in a strike even if I knew that it was an illegal strike;” 
(3) “I would not hesitate to picket for the union;” (4) “I would be ready to 
warn strikebreakers.” The respondents were asked to indicate their degree of 
agreement with each question on a scale ranging from 1 = strongly disagree 
to 5 = strongly agree.
Finally, because the data were collected from three organizations, 
I controlled for the possibility that the values for both the independent 
and dependent variables varied systematically. This was done by creating 
dummy variables that represented the organizations. The first one was the 
clinics, the second one was hospital 1, and the reference group was hos-
pital 2. The dummy variables were entered in the first step of each of the 
regression equations.
FINDINGS
Table 1 presents the intercorrelations among research variables together 
with their reliabilities, means, and standard deviations. It should be noted 
that the fourth scale of union commitment, namely belief in unionism, 
revealed very low reliability: .46. Gordon et al. (1980), who developed the 
union commitment scales, suggested that this factor might be considered 
purely an artifact of negatively worded questions. In this study, we decided 
to omit this scale because of its low reliability. As can be seen from Table 
1, reliabilities of all other scales are acceptable and are all above .65.
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The intercorrelations among the scales show a relatively high 
 correlation between normative organizational commitment and continuance 
commitment (r = .63), as well as with affective commitment (r = .74). These 
 correlations are quite typical of the relationships among these variables 
(Meyer et al., 2002), although the one between normative and continuance
commitments is higher than that found in most research. Perhaps the 
 relationship among the three dimensions is higher in countries such as Israel 
than in the North American countries studied by Meyer et al. (2002). As 
for the union commitment dimensions, the only strong correlation is the 
one between willingness to work for the union and responsibility for the 
union (r = .56). It should be noted that Blalock (1972) argued that whenever 
there are high correlations between independent variables, it is necessary to 
have both large samples and accurate measurement. Both conditions were 
met in this research. The sample was well above 400, and both scales are 
considered established ones with good reliabilities. All other correlations 
among the independent variables were acceptable.
To establish further the discriminant validity of the scales applied here, 
I performed a confirmatory factor analysis using the AMOS structural 
equation modeling program. In this analysis, I compared the fit of a three-
factor model for organizational commitment and union commitment to the 
alternative fit of three two-factor models and a single, one-factor model. 
For organizational commitment, the results for the three-factor model (the 
model incorporating the three independent subscales) revealed the follow-
ing fit indices: Χ2 = 1055.3, df = 249; Χ2/df = 4.24; GFI = .82; CFI = 0.75; 
TLI = .72. In the second model that was tested, all 24 items were loaded onto 
a single factor. The findings revealed a Χ2 = 1308.33, df = 252; Χ2/df = 5.19; 
GFI = .78; CFI = .67, NFI = .62, and TLI = .63. In the third model, three 
two-factor models were tested. All showed a poorer fit than did the three-
factor model. The findings thus support the superiority of the three-factor 
model over the one or the two-factor models.
The same pattern of findings was evident for union commitment: 
Χ2 = 1630.55, df = 321; Χ2/df = 5.08; GFI = .77; CFI = .64; TLI = .60. In the 
second model that was tested, all 27 items were loaded onto a single factor. 
The findings revealed a Χ2 = 1907.21 df = 323; Χ2/df = 5.90; GFI = .72; 
CFI = .56, NFI = .52, and TLI = .52. In the third model, three two-factor 
models were tested. All showed a poorer fit than the three-factor model. It 
should be noted that the fit indices are not high. Yet, those for the three-
factor models are superior to any alternative model for both commitments 
and thus support the use of the three dimensional scales.
In addition to validating the methodology, the correlation analysis 
also provides some preliminary information relevant to the goals of this 
study. The main finding of the correlation analysis is the positive and 
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 significant correlation among all except one of the six dimensions of union 
and  organizational commitment. (The one exception is the correlation 
between responsibility to the union and affective commitment.) This finding 
 supports the existence of a dual commitment based on the multi-dimensional 
approach. Naturally, a solid conclusion cannot be drawn based on a bivariate 
analysis. Therefore, several regression analyses were performed to obtain 
multivariate data that will provide the basis for stronger conclusions.
Tables 2 and 3 present the results of the hierarchical regressions. In 
step 1, the dummy variables representing the organizations examined here 
were entered. In step 2, two commitment dimensions were entered into 
the  equation—affective organizational commitment and union loyalty. 
In step 3, the other four dimensions of both organizational and union 
 commitments were entered into the equation. The rationale for these hier-
archical regressions was to test whether and how the other dimensions of 
commitment were related to the outcomes and contributed to the explained 
variance above and beyond the variance that was explained by affective 
commitment and union loyalty. The difference between the tables is that 
Table 2 presents the relationship between commitment dimensions and work 
and non-work correlates, while Table 3 presents the relationship between 
dimensions of commitment and union correlates.
The findings showed that in general, many of the dimensions of the 
two commitment forms were related to the outcomes. This relationship 
was true for six out of the eight outcomes. The exception was attitudinal 
militancy and propensity to strike. Only dimensions of union commitment 
were related to these two outcomes. All of the other outcomes were related 
to dimensions from both commitments (see Tables 2 and 3, step # 3). 
Affective organizational commitment seems to be the dominant factor in 
its relationship to outcomes, as can be seen from its relationship with the 
six outcomes. Normative commitment is also related to four outcomes and 
does have an impact on these variables, although less forcefully than affec-
tive commitment. It is significant to note that the continuance commitment 
was not related to any of the correlates.
As for the union commitment dimensions, both union loyalty and 
willingness to work for the union are related to the correlates examined 
here. Union loyalty seems to have a stronger relationship with the variables 
relevant to the organization and the work setting such as job satisfaction 
and withdrawal intentions (see Table 2, step # 3). Willingness to work for 
the union is tied more closely to variables related to the union setting, such 
as participation in union activities, attitudinal militancy and propensity to 
strike (see Table 3, step # 3). Responsibility to the union is related to only 
two variables of the eight examined here.
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A comparison of the relationship between the two dominant commit-
ment dimensions to the correlates (see Table 2 and 3, step # 2) and the other 
commitment dimensions to the correlates (see Tables 2 and 3, step # 3) 
revealed some interesting patterns. The findings showed that while affective 
organizational commitment and union loyalty were related to most of the 
correlates examined, the additional dimensions also had a strong relationship 
to these correlates. With regard to many correlates, the additional dimen-
sions explained variance much better than did the two dimensions alone.
For example, in the case of union participation, the variance explained 
by the four dimensions above and beyond the 2% explained by affective
commitment and union loyalty was 22%. In the case of attitudinal militancy 
and propensity to strike, an additional 5% and 4% respectively were 
explained over and above the 1%–2% variance explained by affective com-
mitment and union loyalty. The four dimensions of commitments added 
2% to 8% to the variance already explained by affective commitment and 
union loyalty for the three correlates of turnover intentions. Only in the 
cases of job satisfaction and life satisfaction were the contributions of the 
four commitment dimensions insignificant, with the only relevant variables 
in those cases being affective commitment and union loyalty.
Finally, because the relatively high correlation among some of the 
independent variables raises the possibility of multicollinearity, I examined 
the regressions using the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF). This statistic 
provides one of the more common measurements for multicollinearity. 
The rule of thumb for this measure is that a VIF greater than 10 indicates 
multicollinearity. Some researchers argue for a more rigid criterion, setting 
a value as low as 5 as an indication of multicollinearity (Haan, 2002). The 
findings in this study showed that in no case was the VIF higher than 3.5. 
In the case of normative commitment, the value was 3.33; in the case of 
continuance commitment, the VIF was 2.36. For all the other independ-
ent variables, the VIF was less than 2. Therefore, we may conclude that 
there is very little chance that this study’s findings have been tainted by 
multicollinearity.
DISCUSSION
The goal of this study was to examine the multi-dimensionality of the 
dual commitment to the organization and the union. Most studies that have 
examined this concept have used only one dimension for each commitment. 
Organizational commitment has generally been studied using either the 
nine-item short version of the OCQ (Porter et al., 1974) or the affective 
commitment scale of Meyer and Allen (1984). Union commitment has been 
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measured using either a self-developed scale or the loyalty dimension of 
Gordon et al.’s scale.
The findings of this study strongly suggest that examining dual 
 commitment by applying only one dimension for each commitment might 
result in the loss of valuable information on dual commitment. While 
 affective commitment and union loyalty are related to the correlates 
 examined here, the contribution of the other dimensions is meaningful 
and cannot be ignored. This conclusion is demonstrated by the regression 
analyses (Tables 2 and 3) showing that dimensions other than affective 
 commitment and union loyalty are also related to the correlates. The 
 relationship of these dimensions to the correlates seems to be strong, as 
demonstrated by their standardized betas. Of the organizational commitment 
dimensions, normative commitment is related to four correlates, and of the 
union commitment dimensions, it is willingness to work for the union that 
is strongly related to the correlates examined here.
The above conclusion was strengthened by the analysis performed in 
Tables 2 and 3, steps # 3. This analysis examined several recommendations 
that argued for simplifying the concept of multiple commitments in general, 
and dual commitment in particular (Cohen, 2003). The simplification meant 
using only one dimension for each commitment—the affective one for 
organizational commitment and union loyalty for union commitment. The 
findings here showed that using only two dimensions to study dual com-
mitment might result in only a partial understanding of this phenomenon. In 
many correlates, the additional dimensions added much significant variance 
to those already explained by affective commitment and union loyalty.
Two commitment forms are worth elaborating on in this discussion. 
The first one is willingness to work for the union. This dimension had a 
very strong relationship to the correlates. In one case, it was related to 
the correlates in a direction opposite to that of union loyalty (intention to 
leave the job). In other cases, willingness to work for the union was related 
to outcomes that union loyalty was not (participation in union activities, 
attitudinal militancy, and propensity to strike). The importance of this 
dimension to a thorough understanding of dual commitment was strongly 
demonstrated by the data. However, a question that might or should be asked 
regarding this dimension is whether the fact that it is a behavioural tendency 
rather than an attitude should prevent its future use. Commitment foci are 
 generally attitudes that reflect a particular psychological contract. Porter et
al.’s (1974) OCQ was abandoned because it included items that had to do 
with behavioural tendencies. Future conceptualizations of dual commitment 
should deal with this dilemma of whether to include behavioural tendency 
factors as part of the dual commitment construct.
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Another commitment dimension that deserves attention here is the 
continuance commitment. As demonstrated by the regression analyses (see 
Tables 2 and 3), this dimension was not related to any of the eight outcomes. 
Many questions have been raised as to whether this dimension has enough 
construct validity as well as predictive validity to be included as one of 
the multiple organizational commitments constructs (Cohen, 2003). This 
study provided additional findings suggesting that the answer might be no. 
While one may argue that this dimension can be better understood as multi-
dimensional in itself (Meyer et al., 2002), there are more and more findings 
demonstrating that this dimension adds too little to our understanding of 
commitment. This study is no exception in that regard.
In sum, the findings of this study exemplify the complexity of the 
 construct of dual commitment to the organization and the union. The 
development of multi-dimensional definitions of and scales with which to 
measure organizational and union commitment affect this construct. Indeed, 
it would have been more surprising had that not been the case. Future 
researchers studying dual commitment need to justify more completely the 
dimension they select to represent, either organizational or union commit-
ment. As always, the dilemma is to choose between the more simplified 
approach of one dimension for each commitment and the more thorough 
approach that better represents the notion of dual commitment. The find-
ings here showed that whatever approach is adopted in future research, it 
must be justified in terms of its limitation compared with the approach that 
was not selected.
The study has some limitations. First, it is cross-sectional and as such 
might suffer from common method error. Also, due to its design, the 
study cannot draw causal conclusions. Second, the sample is comprised 
of nurses in Israel, and we may not be able to generalize the findings to 
a different population. Despite its limitations, the study makes important 
contributions to the continuation of research on dual commitment to the 
union and to the organization. It demonstrates the multi-dimensionality of 
this construct that has to be dealt with in future research on this important 
and interesting concept.
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RÉSUMÉ
La double loyauté envers l’organisation et le syndicat : une 
approche multidimensionnelle
La principale difficulté que présente la recherche sur la double loyauté 
réside dans le fait qu’elle part habituellement de l’hypothèse que la loyauté 
envers l’organisation et celle envers le syndicat peuvent être évaluées à l’aide 
d’une échelle unique. Une telle approche peut limiter notre compréhension 
du phénomène de la double loyauté. Si ces deux types d’engagement sont 
multidimensionnels, le fait de ne retenir qu’une dimension pour en rendre 
compte nous conduit à une compréhension partielle du phénomène. On peut 
se demander pourquoi une dimension se voit retenue plutôt que l’autre. On 
peut également se demander si les conclusions obtenues sur une dimension 
seulement fournissent une compréhension précise du double engagement. 
Que signifie une corrélation entre une dimension de la loyauté organisation-
nelle et une autre de l’engagement syndical ? Cette corrélation aurait-elle 
été différente si on avait retenu une dimension différente en l’appliquant à 
un type de loyauté ? Ces questions ainsi formulées demeurent sans réponse, 
parce que peu d’études ont évalué la double loyauté en retenant une échelle 
à multiples dimensions pour chaque type d’engagement.
Le but de cette recherche se veut une analyse du double engagement 
en utilisant des échelles à dimensions multiples. D’abord, en retenant des 
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approches habituellement reconnues, j’ai évalué les corrélations entre les 
diverses dimensions des échelles. Par la suite, j’ai abordé la relation entre 
toutes les dimensions de l’engagement à l’endroit de l’organisation, à 
 l’endroit du syndicat et d’un ensemble de corrélats propres à l’organisation 
et au syndicat; entre autres, les tendances au roulement, le poste de travail et 
l’occupation, la satisfaction à l’endroit de la tâche, la satisfaction dans la vie, 
la participation aux activités du syndicat, le militantisme syndical, enfin la 
propension à faire la grève. En recourrant à cette approche, j’ai réalisé deux 
objectifs. En premier, j’ai vérifié l’utilité du concept de double loyauté en 
considérant les relations avec d’autres variables qui reflètent des corrélats à 
la fois syndicaux et organisationnels. Ensuite, s’il est juste de croire que des 
dimensions des deux types d’engagement entretiennent des relations avec 
des conséquences sur l’organisation, cette conclusion viendrait renforcer
l’emploi d’une approche multidimensionnelle de préférence à celle qui 
n’utiliserait qu’une dimension pour chaque sorte d’engagement.
Cette étude porte sur l’effectif du Syndicat des infirmières en Israël et 
analyse la double loyauté des employées à l’endroit du syndicat professionnel 
qui les représente et à l’endroit de l’organisation qui les emploie. Des 489 
infirmières retenues, la majorité était presque également répartie entre deux 
hôpitaux de la partie nord de l’État, dont 204 travaillaient dans un hôpital et 
207 dans un autre. Les 78 membres qui restaient travaillaient dans diverses 
cliniques de la partie nord d’Israël. Des questionnaires ont été distribués 
à toutes les infirmières des deux hôpitaux et des cliniques; plus de 65 % 
l’ont complété et retourné.
Les conclusions de cette recherche nous incitent fortement à croire que 
l’analyse du phénomène de double loyauté en ne retenant qu’une dimension 
pour chaque type d’engagement peut résulter en la perte d’une information 
précieuse sur ce phénomène. Lorsque l’engagement affectif et la loyauté à 
l’endroit du syndicat sont placés en relation avec les corrélats retenus ici, 
la contribution des autres dimensions devient significative et ne peut être 
ignorée. L’analyse de régression supporte cette conclusion en montrant que 
des dimensions autres que l’engagement affectif et la loyauté au syndicat 
sont également reliées aux corrélats. Cette relation aux corrélats semble 
forte, comme le démontrent leurs coefficients bêta standardisés. Parmi les 
dimensions de l’engagement à l’endroit de l’organisation, celle de l’enga-
gement normatif entretient une relation avec quatre corrélats et, quant aux 
dimensions de l’engagement syndical, c’est le désir de travailler pour le 
syndicat qui est relié aux corrélats retenus pour fin d’étude.
Deux types d’engagement méritent qu’on élabore à leur sujet. Le 
 premier est le désir de travailler pour le syndicat. Cette dimension entre-
tenait une forte relation avec les corrélats. Dans un cas, elle était reliée 
aux  corrélats dans une direction opposée à celle de l’engagement syndical 
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(l’intention de quitter son emploi). Dans d’autres cas, la volonté de  travailler 
pour le syndicat était en relation avec des impacts organisationnels, alors que 
la loyauté à l’endroit du syndicat ne l’était pas (la participation aux activités 
syndicales, le militantisme et la propension à faire grève). L’importance de 
cette dimension pour une compréhension véritable de la double loyauté était 
fortement supportée par les données. Cependant, une question qui pourrait 
être posée eu égard à cette dimension consiste à se demander si le fait qu’elle 
soit une tendance de comportement plutôt qu’une attitude pourrait contre-
venir à son usage ultérieur. Le cœur d’un engagement consiste en général 
dans des attitudes qui reflètent un contrat psychologique particulier. Le 
questionnaire de Porter et al. (1974) a été abandonné parce qu’il  comprenait 
des items qui renvoyaient à des tendances comportementales. Des efforts 
de conceptualisation ultérieurs devraient s’attaquer à ce dilemme : retenir 
ou non des facteurs liés à des tendances de comportement comme faisant 
partie d’un construit relatif à la double loyauté.
Une autre dimension de la loyauté qui mérite ici une attention est celle 
de la durée. Comme le démontrent les analyses de régression, cette dimen-
sion n’était reliée à aucun des huit impacts retenus. Bien des questions ont 
été soulevées en se demandant si cette dimension possédait suffisamment 
de validité de construit et également de validité prédictive pour être retenue 
dans un des construits des multiples engagements organisationnels (Cohen, 
2003). Cette étude présente des conclusions additionnelles qui suggèrent 
une réponse négative à ces questions. Alors qu’on peut soutenir que cet 
aspect peut être de nature multidimensionnelle en lui-même (Meyer et al.,
2002), il existe de plus en plus d’évidence à l’effet que cette dimension 
ajoute peu à notre compréhension de la loyauté. La présente étude ne fait 
pas exception à cet égard.
En somme, les conclusions de cette étude offrent un exemple de la 
complexité d’un construit relatif à la double loyauté organisationnelle et 
syndicale. L’élaboration de définitions et d’échelles multidimensionnelles 
pour évaluer la double loyauté exerce un impact sur ce construit. En effet, 
il aurait été surprenant que ce ne fût pas le cas. Des études ultérieures sur le 
sujet doivent motiver d’une manière plus complète le choix de la dimension
qui va refléter à la fois l’engagement à l’endroit d’une organisation et celui à 
l’endroit d’un syndicat. Comme d’habitude, le dilemme est toujours présent 
en l’occurrence celui de choisir l’approche plus simple d’une dimension 
pour chaque type d’engagement et l’approche plus réaliste qui reflète 
la notion de double allégeance. Notre étude sur ce point démontre que 
 l’approche retenue dans toute recherche à venir doit être motivée en termes 
de ses limites lorsqu’elle est comparée à celle qui n’est pas retenue.
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